Current Staffing Versus Accreditation Requirements and Versus Perceived Needs--A Survey of Accounting Faculties by Bennett, Jerome
University of Richmond 
UR Scholarship Repository 
Robins School of Business White Paper Series, 
1980-2011 Robins School of Business 
1982 
Current Staffing Versus Accreditation Requirements and Versus 
Perceived Needs--A Survey of Accounting Faculties 
Jerome Bennett 
University of Richmond 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarship.richmond.edu/robins-white-papers 
 Part of the Business Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Bennett, Jerome. "Current Staffing Versus Accreditation Requirements and Versus Perceived Needs--A 
Survey of Accounting Faculties." 82-9. Robins School of Business White Paper Series. University of 
Richmond, Richmond, Virginia. 
This White Paper is brought to you for free and open access by the Robins School of Business at UR Scholarship 
Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Robins School of Business White Paper Series, 1980-2011 by an 
authorized administrator of UR Scholarship Repository. For more information, please contact 
scholarshiprepository@richmond.edu. 
CURR[iJT ST/\FFH!G VERSUS /\CCREDITATIOt1 R['!llIR EMENTS 
ArlD VERSUS PERCEIVED MEEDS--
A SURVEY OF ACCOUIH JrlG FACULTIES 
1982-9 
by 
\lero rne V. Bennett, Ph. O. , Ct-1A 
Associate Professor of Accountino 
E. Cl aiborne Robi ns School of Cusines s 
University of Richmond, Virqinia 
August 3 , 1930 
CURRENT ST/\FFirlG VEf?SUS /\CCPl:DIT/\TIOtl ,~rnuIRnlENTS 
Mm VERSUS PrnCEIVED NEEDS-- . 
A SURVEY OF ACCOUNTING FACULTIES 
For a nunbcr of years there have been a series of reports detailing 
accounting faculty vacancies . As an u11derlyin9 inference it seer.is that 
reported vacancies represent the genuine needs of the reporting schools as 
perceived by the administration. Cate9ori es i nclude curre nt vacancies, ne1·1 
vacancies and new positions. There has been in prior reports no other objec-
tive criteri~ apainst whi~h the reported vacancies were to be analyzed~ The 
recent set of accreditation standa rds re~arding faculty positions as adopted 
by the American Assembly of Collegiate Scho~ls of Business offers such a 
criteria. To test the correspondence of reported vacancies versus the 
accreditation requirements, a survey was made of the membership of the 
Administrators of Accountinq Programs Group. 
At the spring meetings of the Administrators of Accountinq Programs, 
one session was devoted to an analysis and discussion of the proposed AACSB 
accreditation standards, specifically including a discussion of the faculty 
standards. /l, 1-Jork.sheet prepared by Dr. Clarence Avery of the University of 
Central Florida was presented in these discussions. The worksheet allowed 
one to assess a specific school's stijffing situ ation versus the (then pro-
posed) accreditation standards . 
A survey instrument was developed from Or. Avery's worksheet. This 
instrument 1·1as mailed to all chair rersons vtho are AAP members. Responses 
were received fro~ approximately 30% of this membership. Included in the 
response .are schools with undergraduate-only programs, both graduate and 
underaraduate programs, and graduate-only programs. Schools respondinq 
ranged from the smallest accounting programs represented in the membership 
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to several of the "top ranked" accountin 9 schools in the nat ion. Geo9raph-
ically, responses came from all rec,ions of the country--East, South, Mid-\·/est, 
Far \ilest. \,/hile t lie responses must be vie\•!ed as representinq the perceptions 
of the chairpersons, it is appropriate to reco~nize that these are the sarne. 
chairpersons 1·1ho 9enerally respond to the other accounting position surveys. 
OVERVIEH OF FHIDii!GS 
With regard to Full-Time fositions, current versus accreditation stand -
ards , there is an averaoe excess at respondin9 schools, at each l evel , as 
reported in Table 1. The smallest excess if found in schools with both 
graduate and undergraduate pro')rams. Hith regard to Doctorally Qualif ied 
faculty, current versus accreditation standards, only the undergraduate -only 
schools averane below accreditation standards . 
\-/hen "perceived needs" instead of accreditation standards are taken into 
account, the picture changes as shown in table 2. The number of Full-Time 
Faculty averaoes belov1 the leve l of perceived needs at each cateoory of 
schools, in sharp contrast with the excess versus accreditation standards. 
The number of Doctorates is perce i ved to be well below the need, in the same 
general pattern as found in the comparison to accreditation standards but at 
substantially greater shortage. For schools with undergraduate-on ly proorams, 
the perceived need is for 112% more doctorates than those schools currently 
have on their faculties. · 
DETAILED FINDIHGS 
Details are presented below for each category of faculty: 
Full-Time Equivalent ·Faculty 
Full-Time Faculty 
Doctorally Qualified Faculty 
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Presented is datil on "tivcra(le shorta ne" and "avera9e excess" for schools 
in each status in each of the levels. Cor•1parisons are made of the current 
actual versus accre dita t ion stan dards and of the current actual versus 
perceived needs. For each set Of tables, schools are .classified by level 
of program (under~raduate~only, nraduate and undergraduate, graduate-only). 
Shovm _also, is data for all schools comb•ined. 
Full-Time Equivalent Faculty. In comparisons to accreditation standards, 
there is an average per school excess FTE approximately equal to the average 
shortage FTE, as shown in Table·3. No school re ported an excess FTE versus 
perceived needs. Overall, the reporting schools averaged being short 1.3 FTE 
when compared t o perceived needs. Approximately 50% of the schools in each 
level reported no FTE variance from perceived needs (Table 4) while the same 
proportion report an excess FTE versus accreditation standards. Some very 
large numbers of FTE are involved. \·lhile the average is about 3-4 FTE per 
school for ~ndergraduate and araduate level), the shortage _and excess versus 
accreditation standards ranges to 18 FTE (Table 5) . The range on perceived 
needs is only to 6.5 FTE; this may indicate that some schools do not perceive 
the need to meet accreditation standards. 
Full-Time Faculty. The average excess Full-Time Faculty (3.7) exceeds 
the average shortaqe (2.5) Full-Time Faculty when compared to accreditation 
standards, on an overall basis (Table 6). The avera~e shortaae is 2.7 
faculty for perceived needs. Over 70% of the schools in each cate9ory meet 
or ~xceed the .accreditation Full-Time Faculty standards (Table 7). However, 
over 62% of the schools perceive the need to add Full-Time Faculty, by a 
total of 131 positions for the reportin g schools. While less dramatic than 
for FTE, the shortage for Full-Time Faculty on accreditation standards ran9es 
to 9.2; the shortage on a perceived need basis ranges to 9 (Table 8). 
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DoctoralJ_y rtualiffod f<1culty. Perhaps more interest v1ill focus on 
this aspect of -the survey than the above because of the widespread percep-
tion of a shortaqe of Doctorally nualified Faculty. Before exploring this 
aspect, one should note that shortaoes of Full-Tirie Faculty do exist, 
indicatin~ that school s are unable to fill their posi t ions even with less 
than Doctorall_y Qualified Faculty. 
The same pattern whic h developed with rcqard to Full-Time Equivalent 
faculty and Full-Time Faculty persists here, as \'te-11. Versus accreditat ion 
standards, the average shortaqe (3.0) almost equals the average excess (2.8) 
(Table 9) . For all levels combi ned, versus perceived needs, the average is 
short by 2.6 doctorates per school (3.2 doctorates per school considering 
only those with a perceived shortaqe (Table 9)). 
Only 50% of the schools meet or exceed accreditation standards for Ooc-
torally ~ualifi ed Faculty, a significant finding confimiing the widespread 
nature of the shortage. Of similar si~nificance is the finding that, in 
the reporting schools, the excess number (105) is almost equal to the 
shortage (118). 
It is wi th regard to perceived needs that the doctorate shortage is 
bette r revealed. Overall , 32% of the schools perceive the need for more 
Doctorally Qualifi ed Faculty than they currently have. The demand totals 
an additional 207 doctorates (Table 10). The shortage ranges to 11 doctorates 
at a given school (Table 11). 
GUIER/IL IZATIONS 
The survey respondents represent 30% of the membership of the Adminis -
t rators of Accounting Programs Group. The reported shorta ge versus the 
perceived needs of 207 doctorates can be ext rapol~t ~d to a shortaqe of 690 
doctorates for the entire membership, if it is presumed that the reporting 
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sample is representative of th2 entire membership. This total need of 690 
compares to 687 current and new positions as reported in the 1979 Mehls and 
Lamr:,ers Survey. 
The accr editati on short aae extra polates to a need for 407 doctorates 
to meet th e accr editation require ments of schools currently belo111 accredita -
tion standard s. A compar1son of the perceived need (690) compared with a 
number necessary to meet accreditation st andards ( 407) revea l s a difference 
of 233 doctorates. ·This difference of 283 is equal to 4·1 % of the current 
perceived need, extrapolated, for 690. One can conjecture that the addit i onal 
283 is felt necess ary by those schools desiring to offer a faculty v./ith sub-
stantially better qualifications t han necessary to meet accreditation require-
ments. One could alternatively conjecture that a number of schools may judge 
the accreditation sta ndards for doctorates to be less than acceptable staffing. 
Table 1 
Net Variance from Ac~reditation 
Standards as % of Current Actual 
Undergraduate-Only 
Schools 
Graduate and Under.graduate 
Schools 
Graduate Only Schools 





Net Variance from Perceived Need 
as % of Current Actual 
Undergraduate-Only 
Schools 
Graduate and Undergraduate 
Schools 
Graduate-Only Schools 













Full Time Equivalent Faculty 
Accreditation Basis Perceived Needs 
No. Schools Average FTE No. Schools Average FTE 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 8 Cl .o) 10 ( 1. 6) 
·Excess 10 1. 3 ~ 
No Variance 2 10 
Net 20 0.3 20 (0.8} 
Graduate and 
Undergraauate 
Shortage 22 (4.0) 29 (2.8) 
. Excess 27 3.2 0 
No Variance 4 24 
Net 53 ~ 53 ( 1.5J 
Graduate Onl,t 
Shortage 0 3 ( 1. 2) 
Excess 6 2.8 0 
No Variance 0 3 
Net 6 ?. • 8 6 (0.6J 
All · Combined 
Shortage 30 (3.2) 42 (2.4) 
Excess 43 2.7 0 
No Variance 6 37 
Net 79 0.3 79 ( 1. 3 J 
Table 4 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty 
· Accreditation Basis Perceived Needs 
% Schools Total FTE % Schools Total FTE 
Undergraduate 
. Shortage 40% (8) 50% ( 16) 
Excess 50% 13 
No Variance 10% 50% 
Net - 5- TITT 
Graduate and 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 42% (87) 55% (80) 
Excess 51% 86 
No Variance 7% 45% 
Net nr T8oT 
Graduate Onl,t 
Shortage 50% (3 . 5) 
Excess 100% 17 
No Variance 50% 
Net Tt (3.5) 
All Combined 
Shortage · 38% (95) 53% (99. 5) 
Excess 54% 116 
No Variance 8% 47% 
Net 21 (99.5) 
Table 5 
Full Time Equivalent Faculty 
Accreditatfo n Basis Perceived Needs 
% Schools Range FTE % Schools Range FTE 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 40% (O.l)-(2.4) 50% (l .0)- (3.0) 
Excess 50% 0.4 - 2.0 
No Variance 10% 50% 
Graduate and 
Undergra du.:ite 
Shortage 42% (0.1)-(17.4) 55% (q.7)-(6.5) 
Excess 51 ~~ 0.4 - 18. 3 
No Variance 7% 45% 
-Graduate Onl.z: 
Shortage 50% (0.5)-(2.0) 
Excess 100% 0.3 - 7.4 
No Variance 50% 
A 11 Combined 
Shortage 38% (O. l )-( 17 .4) 53% (0.5) - (6.5) 
Excess 54% 0.3 - 18.3 · 
No Variance 8% 47% 
Table 6 
Full Ti111e Faculty 
Accreditation Basis Perceived Needs 
verage Average 
No. ·school s Full Time No. Schools Full Time 
Undergraduate 
·Shortage 5 (0.8) 11 ( 1 . 6) 
Excess 14 2.4 0 
No Variance 1 9 
Net 20 1.5 20 (0 .9) 
Graduate and 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 15 ( 3. 1) 35 · ( 3. 1) 
Excess · 35 3. l 0 
No Variance 3 18 
Net 53 l. 2 53 { 2. n 
Graduate Onl,t 
Shortage 0 3 ( 1 . 3) 
Excess . 6 3.8 
No Variance 0 3 
Net 6 3.8 6 (o.n 
All Combined 
Shortage .20 (2.5) 49 (2. 7) 
Excess 55 3.7 0 
No Variance 4 30 
Net 79 1. 6 79 { l. 7) 
Table 7 
Full Time Faculty 
Accreditation Basis Perceived Needs 
otal Total 
% Schools Full Time % Schools Full Time 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 25% ( 4) 55% ( 18) 
Excess 70% 34 
No Variance 5% 45% · 
Net 30 TT8T 
Graduate and 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 28% (46) 66% ( 109) 
Excess 66% l 08 
No Variance 6% 34%. 
Net 62 { l 09 J 
Graduate Onlt 
Shortage 50% (4) 
Excess 100% 23 
No Variance 50% 
Net 23 ITT 
All Combined 
Shortage '25% (50) 62% ( 131) 
Excess 70% 165 
No Variance 5% 38% 
Net ns nm 
Table 8 
Full Ti me Faculty 
Accreditat ion Basis Perceived Needs 
% Sch·ool s 
Range ~ange 
Fu l lTT me % Schools Full Time 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 25%· (0.3) - (2.3) 55% (l}-(_3) 
Excess 70% 0.7 - 4.7 
No Variance 5% 45% 
Graduate and 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 28% (0.4)-(9.2) 66% (.l}- (_9) 
Excess 66% 0.5 - 7. 3 
No Variance 5% 34% 
Graduate Onl,t 
Shortage 50% (l)-(2) 
Excess 100% 0.2 - 7.0 
No ·variance 50% 
All Combined 
Shortage 25% (0.3)-(9.2) 62% (l)-(9) 
Excess 70% 0. 2 - 7.3 
No Variance 5% 38% 
Table 9 
Doctorates 
Accreditation Basis Perceived Needs 
Average Average 
No. Schools Doctorates No'. School s Doctorates 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 13 (2.8) 19 (2.5) 
Excess 7 1.8 0 
No Variance 0 1 
Net 20 ( 1.2) 20 {2.4) 
~raduate and 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 27 (3.0) 42 (3 . 7} . 
Excess 24 3.3 0 
No Variance 2 11 
Net 53 (O. l} 53· (2.9) 
Graduate Only 
Shortage 0 4 ( l . 3) 
Exces·s 6 2.2 .0 
No Variance 0 2 
Net 6 2.2 6 (0.8) 
All Combined 
Shortage 40 (3.0) 65 (3.2r 
Excess 37 2.8 .0 
No Variance 2 14 
Net 79 (0.2) 79 (2.6) 
Table 10 
Docto.rates 
Accreditation Basis Perceived Needs 
Total Total 
% Schools Doctorates % Schools Doctorates 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 65% (36) 95% {48) 
Excess 35% 13 
No Variance 5% 
Net T23T. . Tm 
Graduate and 
Undergraauate 
Shortage 51% (82) 79% { 154) · 
Excess 45% 79 
No Variance 4% 21% 
Net "13T ( 154) 
Graduate 0nlt 
Shortage 67% (5) 
Excess 100% 13 
No Variance 33% 
Net TI m 
All Combined 
•Shortage 51% ( 118) 82% (207) 
Excess 47% 105 
No Variance 2% 18% 
Net ( 13) (207) 
Table l1 
Doctorates 
Ac~redit~tion Basis Perceived Needs 
Range Ranae 
% Schools Doctorates % School s Doctorates 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 65% ( 0 . 6 ) - ('3 . 2 ) 95% · (1) - (7 . 5) 
Excess 35% 0.4 ..; 4. 3 . 
No Variance 5% 
Graduate and 
Undergraduate 
Shortage 51% (0.3) - (15.8) 79% (1) - (11) 
Excess 45~  0. 1 - 12.3 
No Variance 4% 21% 
Graduate Onl1 
Shortage 67% (1) - (2) 
Excess 100% 0. l - 6.0 
No Variance 33% 
A 11 Combined 
Shortage 51% (0.3)-(15 .8) 82% (l) - (11) 
Excess 47% 0.1 - l?.. 3 
No Var,iance 2% 18% 
